Section 6.4.4, In Situ Gamma Spectroscopy Measurement Results Data Quality Review,

Bection &.4.4, In Sitn Gamma Spectroscopy Measurement Results Data Quality Review,
Page 6-11: The text states that while differences in the in sifu gamma spectroscopy results
were not identified and that all in situ gamma spectroscopy measurement results are
comparable; however, the criteria used to determine there were no differences in the results are
not discussed. For example, the text does not state if ranges of static measurements in total
counts per minute (¢pm), or if values for specific radionuclides between survey units were
compared. Please revise this section to provide a more detailed discussion that explains how
the data were evaluated and what criteria were used as the basis for the conclusion that all in
situ gamma measurement results were tamparable.

Section 6.4.4, In Situ Gamma Spectroscopy Measurement Results Data Quality Review,
Page 6-11: The text does not state if one of the objectives was to identify elevated Cesium-
137 (Cs-137) that may be present due to historical operations at the site. For example 1t ig
unclear tfone of the seven regions of intarest (ROIS) was set to deleet Us- 137, Please revise
the text to clarify whether one objective was to identify areas with elevated Cs—ll a7,

Section 6.4.4, In Situ Gamma Spectroscopy Measurement Results Data Quality Review,
Page 6-11: This section states, “No sensitivity calculations were performed beyond the ability
to identify peaks within the regions of interest. This process was sensitive enough to
accomplish the survey objectives;” however, the text does not state what criteria were used to
determine that the process was sensitive enough to accomplish the survey objectives, or to
what survey objectives this statement is referring. For example, if the survey objective was to
identify potential discreet radiological sources such as hiqtorical deck marker% then this section

section to provide the criteria used to assess Whether the sen51t1v1ty of the in situ measurements
was sufficient, and to provide a more detailed description that explains how the in situ
measurements were determined to have met the sensitivity requlrements

Section 6.4.5, Alpha/Beta Scan Measurement Results Data Quality Review, Page 6-12:
The relevant Muli-Agency-Radiation Suvey-and Bite Investigation Manual (MARSSIM
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to reflect the calculated upper bounds on the alpha scan data (200 to 230 donm/100 o

allow for an alpha scan MDC as high as 300 dpm/100 ¢cm?. The work plan states that “The

4 identified refer to-differences between SUS’P 150 and SUs differ,
it how:is 1t i

Commented [AL]: Does the statement that no differences were :

? Andwhat are

ifithe diffe
if the difft

h

18 significant?

Commented [A2R11: o) The statement appears to refer to
differences between backaround and SU measuiements but it 18 not
clear thisas the sase: Itis not:clear how it would be relevant to
compare STresults with cach other, piventhat the physical
confmn’atmm were different (g some measurements were faken
on ¢ 50THE Were 3 vertical and
some were colleoted within rectangularholes forimpellers:

by It asivt clear what differences ave significant or how the
comparisonswere done: That 18 the basis for this corment.

o) If the differences are sipnificant. then the statement that all
‘eammad measurement results are comparable 1§ tntrog and there
vould be sontamination:

,r/ Tsn't Cs- 137 an ROC for this study? Doesn't Lhdt miean that

t-clear what the is asking for:

Commented [A4): '

Koy oS

Cs:1 37 was an obj

ay

Commented [ASR4AT: €137 1540 ROC for this shudy
However; it is hotvlear ifone of the 7 regions of interest

it the text of Section 6.4 4 wag set to detect Cs-137. Perhapsithe
tequest should be to specify if one of the 7 ROTs was set for C& 137,

/J' thesurvev?

/i Work Plan:

™ Commented [A10R9]: Yos Table 5 in the WP lists assumed

i Commented [A7]: Doesn't the work pl

Commented [ASR71: Notteally. Here i the full text from the

3.2 Project Objectives

The objectives for thisactionare toi
arid protectpublic healthiand
welfare andtheenvironment, which are consistent'with:the
National:Qiland Hazardous Substances

Palfution Plan
300415602} This action inclide

tthe AM [Navy; 2006)

in Title 40.CER, Part

i Commented [A9]: Does the work plan identify detection limits
a8 4 measureof the reqmred sensitivity? (e g Table 5 inthe work
plan).lsthe hether:the targeted detection limits

were achieved?

measurement sensitivity: The textin Repm’r Section 6:4.4 states that
were Yother than'to do ROIs; so

ity
it is not clear-if the mstrument sensitivity was sufficient:: Some h
\{ Commented [A11RO}:

1 Formatted: Normal, Don't adjust space between Latin and
Asian text, Don't adjust space between Asian text and
numbers

Commented [A12]: What doesthis mean? They calculate a
statistic (UPLY based on the dataand do what with that statistic?
Commented [AL3R12]: Based on the UPL they decided that 3 |
timesth of static ired (i they caloulated 18,
and tripled it to pet 543

)

ED_006061A_00000066-00001



assumptions regarding the number of measurements will be evaluated during the fleld effort and

additional statlc measurerents will be collected as required.” A-sunirarm-ot-S4-alpha-and beta
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- Figars 18, SU3 Gamma Scan Results - Berth 62 & 63 Vertical Surfaces: Figure 18
includes two summary data insets, one for concrete and one for gamma scans of metal surfaces

but the figure does not specify if the Z-score exceedances (colored dots) depicted on this ﬁgure'

were from the concrete or the metal matrix. It is noted that the highest result reported at
13,940 cpm, which is color coded orange to denote a Z-Score above 3, is identified as being
from the scanning of the metal surfaces but it is unclear if all z-score exceedances depicted in
this figure are from the gamma scanning of the metal, concrete, or both. Please revise the

ﬁgurc to clarify if the color coded gamma scanning results are from the concrete scans or metal
scans.

- Figare 18, SU3 Gamma Scan Results - Berth 62 & 63 Vertical Surfaces: Figure 18
depicts a Z-Score exceedance on metal of 10.5, which significantly exceeds the Z-score trigger
of three for additional investigation; therefore, an explanation for this large exceedance should
be provided. For example, Section 6.1.1.3 (Survey Unit 3) should discuss why such a large
deviation in the Z-score was obtained at this location and whether follow-up gamma static
measurements and/or gross alpha/beta measurements also indicated elevated radioactivity.
Please revise the Report to address the potential reasons behind the elevated gamma scan result
and what alpha/beta scans and statics or a follow-up gamma static measurement indicated
about the level and types of radioactivity present at this location|

- Appendix I3, Reference Background Area Data: Appendix D does not include background
data for gamma scanning surveys for concrete or metal or background data for the Canberra
InSpector 1000 static measurements for concrete and metal. Please revise the Report to

include background data for gamma scans using the Ludlum Model 44-20 3-inch by 3-inch Nal
gamma scintillation detector and the RS-700. In addition, please revise the Report to include a
list of the background data for the InSpector 1000 used for the static hleasurement
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